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2. STATUS OF APPLICANT 

This application is on behalf of other than a small entity. 
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APPEAL BRIEF 

This appeal is filed in response to the final Office action mailed December 10, 2003 and 
the Advisory Action mailed February 25, 2004- 

(1) Real party in interest 

The real party in interest is Seagate Technology LLC. 

(2) Related appeals and interferences 
There are no related appeals or interferences. 

Status of Claims 

As indicated in the Advisory Action, upon filing this appeal the status of the claims will 

Claims 1-6 and 9-12 stand rejected and are hereby appealed. 
Claims 7 and 8 are objected to. 

(4) Status of Amendments after Final 

An amendment after final was filed on or about February 10, 2004^ to correct some 
mistranscriptions. The Advisory Action indicated that upon filing this appeal the amendment 
after final will not be entered. 




(3) 
be: 
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(5) Summary of Invention 

The present invention provides a method of describing defects that requires less memory 
space than conventional methods. At the end of certification process, defects captured are stored 
in a certification log which is referred to as a first defect table in tht$ discussioiL A conversion 
process is carried out to convert the certification log to a compressed defect table. The 
compressed defect table is referred to as a second defect table. This second defect table will be 
stored in the buffer and used by the firmware to skip over defects during operation. The 
conversion starts with sorting the entries of a first defect table according to the type of track 
layout, or zones. They are then grouped into clusters. Each cluster is characterized by a set of 
new parameters, including a starting sector, a scratch parameter, a span parameter, and an angle 
parameter, the new parameters are stored in a second table, r^lacing the corresponding entries 
in the first table. In this manner^ a single entry in the second table replaces one or more entries in 
the first table. In particular, as defective sectors in different tracks may be represented by one 
single entry in the second table, the present method is more efficient in representing defects 
caused by scratches on the discs. 

(6) Issues 

The issue is as follows: 

Whether claims 1-6 and 9-12 are unpatentable under 35 USC 103(a) as being obvious by 
Shimote et al. (USP 5212677) in view of Sliger (USP 5745313), 

(7) Grouping of Claims 

All the Claims are grouped together for purposes of this appeal. 

(8) Argument 

The rqection of claims 1-6 and 9-12 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shimote et al. in view of Sliger is respectftilly traversed. Claim 1 features selecting one sector 
from the cluster to be a reference sector; and (d) defining parameters with reference to the 
reference sector. Claim 9 features selecting one location ftom the cluster to be a reference 
location; and defining parameters with reference to the reference location. 

The Final Office Action (Paper No. 7 mailed December ID, 2003) correctly notes that 
Shimote does not does not teach "selecting a reference sector fi'om the cluster." Page 3, lines 8- 
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9 of the Final Office Action. Nowhere does Shimote suggest siich a feature^ Therefore, the 

Office Action relies on Sliger by stating the following at page 3, lines 9- 12: 

However^ this feature is well know in the art as disclosed by Sliger wherein it teaches 
selecting a singleentry in the BPB which to store information about each cluster. This is 
functionally equivalent to selecting a reference sector, it [sic] a single location/reference 
which to store parameters about the entire cluster. See col. 5, lines I3-S I , 

This reliance is incorrect. This statement that the "single entry in the BPB (BIOS Parameter 
Block) which to store information about each clustef * is "functionally equivalent" implies that 
the "single entry*' is not the same as selecting one sector fcom the cluster to be a reference sector 
or location as claimed. This alone is a deficiency that defeats the contention of obviousness of 
claims 1 and 9. 

Selecting a single entry in the BPB which to store information about each cluster is, in 
fact, not the same as selecting one sector from the cluster to be a reference sector or location as 
claimed. As claimed, the reference sector is selected from the sectors that make np the cluster. 
Sliger's disclosure of selecting a single entry in the BPB which to store information about each 
cluster is not the same because the single entry in the BPB is not "from the cluster" as claimed. 
It's just an entry in the BPB. 

Without either reference teaching or suggesting, alone or in combination, selecting one 
sector from the cluster to be a reference sector or location as claimed, the claimed features of 
defining parameters with reference to the reference sector or location cannot be shown. 

Accordingly, claims 1 and 9 are not obvious and are therefore allowable. Claims 2-6 and 
10-12 are also allowable due to their respective dependence on allowable claims I and 9. 

Further with respect to Claim 2, Applicants show that none of the cited references 
teach or suggest the claimed feature of **wherein the defining step (b) further comprises a 
step of including at least one non-defective sector in the cluster'*. As can be seen, the 
feature recited in Claim 2 is a further refinement of step (b) recited in Claim 1. Thus, in 
essence Claim 2 recites 'defining a cluster comprismg at least one defective sector, and 
including at least one-defective sector in the cluster". As can be seen, Claim 2 recites 
defining a cluster having both a defective and non-defective sector. In rejecting Claim 2, 
the Examiner cites Sliger Col. 5, lines 48-5 1 . Applicants show that there, Sliger states: 
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**The remainder of the diskette contains a number of clusters. Each cluster 
contains an identical number of sectors, as defined in the BPB. Data to be stored 
on the disk is stored in the sectors that comprise these clusters." 

As can be seen, this cited passage does not teach or suggest clusters comprising both a defective 
and non-defective sector, as expressly recited in Claim 2, Therefore, Claim 2 is further shown to 
not be obvious are there is at least one additional missing claimed element not taught or 
suggested by either cited reference* 

Further with respect to Claim 5^ Applicants show that none of the cited references teach 
or suggest the claimed feature of "wherein the defining step (d) further includes defining a 
scratch parameter characterizing the number of tracks covered by the cluster". In rejecting 
Claim 5, the Examiner states that Sliger teaches storing the number of sectors per cluster and 
sectors per track. Unfortunately, that is not what is being claimed in Claim 5, which expressly 
recites "tracks covered by a cluster^*, A teaching of sectors per cluster and sectors per track does 
not convey any information with respect to tracks covered by a cluster. For example, assume 
there are 256 sectors per cluster and 512 sectors per track. Knowing these two numbers does not 
convey or otherwise provide an ability to determine the number of tracks covered by a cluster. 
The Examiner has not alleged any such teaching or suggestion of this claimed feature in any 
cited reference^ and has thus failed to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness with 
respect to Claim 5. Thus, the burden has not shifted to Applicants to rebut obviousness with 
respect to Claim 5. 

Further with respect to Claim 6, Applicants show that none of the cited references teach 
or suggest the claimed feature of ^Svherein the defining step (d) fiirther includes defining a span 
parameter characterizing the number of sectors covered by the cluster along each irac]^\ In 
rejecting Claim 6, the Examiner states that Sliger teaches storing the number of sectors per 
cluster and sectors per track. Applicants show that Claim 6 goes further, and expressly recites 
'*the number of sectors covered by the cluster along each tracks*. The Examiner has not alleged 
any such teaching or suggestion of this claimed feature in any cited reference, and has thus failed 
to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness with respect to Claim 6. Thus, the burden has 
not shifted to Applicants to rebut obviousness with respect to Claim 6. 

Further with respect to Claim 12, Applicants further traverse such rejection by showing 
that none of the cited references teach or suggest the claimed feature of ^'sorting a pluraUty of 
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defective locations into zones; and performing steps a*d for each zone'^^ nor has the Examiner 
alleged any such teaching or suggestion. Thus, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
showing of obviousness with respect to Claim 12, Rather, in rejecting Claim 12, the Examiner 
states that **zone recording is well known in the disk drive and official notice is taken thereof. 
Applicants show that whether or not zone recording is well known or not is not material or 
relevant to what is expressly recited in Claim 12. In particular. Claim 12 does not recite a step of 
zone recording. Rather, Claim 12 recites sorting of defective locations into zones. None of the 
cited references teach such a sorting step, nor has the Examiner alleging any teaching or 
suggestion of sorting. Therefore, as a prima facie case of obviousness has not been made, the 
burden has not shifted to Applicants to rebut obviousness with respect to Claim 12. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 1-6 and 9-12 under 35 U,S,C. § 103 has been 
overcome. 



Appellant maintains that present claims identify the features and benefits of the present 
invention clearly and concisely. The present invention as claimed is not disclosed, taught or 
suggested by the prior art of record or any combination thereof. Therefore, it is respectfully 
submitted fhat the appealed claims are in condition for allowance^ and favorable action is 
respectfully requested. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted. 



Seagate Technology LLC 
(Assignee of the Entire Interest) 




Date 



David K. Lucente, Reg. No. 36,202 

Seagate Technology LLC 

Intellectual Property Dept. - C0L2LGL 

389 Disc Drive 

Longmont, CO 80503 

(720) 684-2295 (telephone) 

(720) 684^2588 (facsimile) 
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Appendix of Appealed Claims 

1 . (original) In a disc drive comprising at least one disc having a plurality of addressable 
sectors airranged in a plurality of tracks on a surface of the disc, the sectors being categorised into 
zones such that data isjcap^lejof being|written to and read from different zones at different 
rates, a method of storing information on defective sectors comprising steps of: 

(a) sorting defective sectors by zone; 

(b) defining a cluster comprising at least one defective sector; 

(c) selecting one sector from the cluster to be a reference sector; 

(d) defining parameters with reference to the reference sector, the parameters describing 
the sh^e and size of the cluster, 

(e) storing the parameters with an address of the roferonce sector; and 

(f) performing the steps (b) to (e) separately for each zone. 

2* (previously presented) A method of Claim 1 wherein the defining step (b) further 
comprises a step of including at least one non-defective sector in the cluster. 

3. (original) A method of Claim 1 wherein the selecting step (c) includes selecting the 
sector with the smallest address to be the reference sector. 

4. (original) A method of Claun 1 wherein the selecting step (c) includes selecting the 
sector with the largest address to be the reference sector. 

5. (original) A method of Claim 1 wherein the defining step (d) further includes defining a 
scratch parameter characterizing the number of tracks covered by the cluster. 

6. (original) A method of Claun 1 wherein the defining step (d) further includes defining a 
span parameter characterizing the nimiber of sectors covered by the cluster along each track. 

7. (previously presented) A method of Claim I wherein the defining step (d) further 
includes defining an angle parameter characterizing the angular deviation of a side of the cluster 
from a reference line intersecting the reference sector. 
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8. (previously presented) A method of Claim 7 further comprising defining a radial line to 
be the reference line- 

9. (previously presented) A method comprising steps of: 

(a) defining a cluster comprising at least one defective location; 
|"( b)^e^ one location fro m the clu ster to be a reference location^ 

(c) defining parametirs with reference to the reference location; and 

(d) storing the parameters with an address of the reference location. 

10. (previously presented) The method of claim 9 wherein the parameters are stored in a 
storage apparatus. 

11. (previously presented) The method of claim 9 wherein the locations are sectors. 

12. (previously presented) The method of claim 9 further comprising the steps of: 
sorting a plurality of defective locations into zones; and 

performing sXjeps a-d for each zone. 

13. (cancelled) 
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